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Roman taste.16 Another strand simply ignores the body as a vehicle of artistic meaning, beyond identifying the particular classical model on which it was based, placing the heads of the statues in one artistic series (Roman veristic portraiture) and the bodies in another (copies of classical Greek masterpieces), without asking what might underlie the combination of these two series either in a particular work of art or in this group of statues as a whole.17 Smith, for example, suggests that the body functions merely as a 'stand' for the portrait, carrying little or no specific meaning in its own right, so that one body type could be substituted for another without significantly affecting the meaning of the whole statue.18 Iconographic studies of these ideal-real portraits, however, suggest that nudity was a very striking choice within the traditions of both Roman and Greek portrait statuary of the second and first centuries B.C.19 The 'default' type for an honorific statue of a civic benefactor in both the Roman world and the Greek world during this period would have been much more fully draped. The naked athletes and warriors characteristic of Classical Greek portrait statuary were displaced in the Hellenistic period by mantelstatues, partly in response to the changing role of the ideal-citizen, from hoplite-warrior to educated product of the gymnasium, intellectual, and civic benefactor.' Apart from the Hellenistic monarchs themselves, the only contemporary parallels are on a small and regionally restricted group of funerary reliefs and funerary statues, which can hardly explain the geographically widespread and relatively frequent use of full or extensive nudity in our group of portrait statues.21 The same model of draped statue, ultimately derived from the late fourth-century statue of the Athenian orator Aeschines, had also been conventional in the Roman world since the mid-third century B.C. at the latest, (1993, that the collocation of verism and 'ideal' nudity requires no special explanation, since verism is simply 'idealization' in terms of Roman values seems to me to be nothing more than word-play. After all, if verism did not signal something distinctive from what was signalled in earlier Greek and Roman traditions of portraiture, why was it developed and used in the context of these statues that otherwise depend on Hellenistic Greek traditions?
19 A good deal more striking than Zanker, also, allows: FuihrenderManner, 258. Contrast N. Himmelmann, Herrscher und A thlet. die Bronzen vom Quirinal (I989), i i6, on the development of nudity in civic honorific statues not of kings as 'erstaunlich'; Hallett I993, I45, 'a dramatic innovation'-although Hallett oddly concludes his study (2I9-20) by arguing that the Romans had 'no ready formula for the appearance of the body' (in contrast to verism for their faces) in portraits of their leaders, and this was why they adopted the Greek heroic image: quite why togate or cuirassed statues would not do the job, as they did for Augustus, is never made clear. on the exceptional character of heroizing nudity amongst funerary reliefs. Hallett I993, 30-4 on the funerary reliefs and 3 3-46 and 59-64 on 'heroic nude' funerary statues -noting in particular that all these heroizing images are of men who died young, consequently endowed wvith strongly idealizing faces, designed to lay stress on 'the youthful beauty of the deceased'. The nudity, Hallett suggests, emphasizes the idea of (a young man in his physical prime', and that, although dead, the deceased 'still young lives out his acme -the bloom of his youth -among the heroes', quoting W. Peek, Griechische Grabesgedichte (I960), no. 255. JEREMY TANNER where, with varying degrees of restriction of movement by the hang of the drapery, it had connotations of continence and self-control similar to those of its Greek models.22 Nudity, then, especially in combination with realistic portrait heads which set the image apart from Hellenistic rulers, would have represented a very striking choice to contemporary viewers in both the Greek and the Roman worlds and presupposes a very particular communicative purpose, a positive choice, on the part of whoever commissioned these statues. Iconographic studies of many individual examples of these portraits have given us a clearer idea of the particular choices being made in selecting body models for particular statues and has allowed a more precise decoding of their 'meaning' within the iconographic codes of Hellenistic Greek (and hellenizing Roman) art. Such iconographic analysis on its own, however, serves only to give a more nuanced interpretation of particular cultural (iconographic) choices made by individuals in selecting for their statue this or that classical model from the repertoire available in the Greek iconographic tradition. We still lack any adequate explanation of what gave rise to the broader patterning of individual choices as a collective phenomenon, what pushed those commissioning these portraits to make their contextually quite unusual choices both in the selection of ideal body types and their combination with veristic heads, and what the entailment of such choices, in particular the responses of viewers, might have been.
II. BEYOND CONTEXT: SOCIAL THEORY AND THE SOCIAL HISTORY OF ART
Part of the problem in contemporary approaches lies in the invocation of an unexamined conception of 'context' as a response to the shortcomings of formalist art history.23 The difficulties classical art historians face in seeking to break out of an oscillation between over specific (narrowly archaeological) and completely diffuse (art as a reflection of society or identity) conceptualizations of context is a function of a disciplinary tradition which is much more richly endowed in methodologies of art analysis (iconography, style analysis, and more recently structural analysis) than in theories of art, let alone a cumulative theoretical tradition. In what follows I draw on two closely related traditions of sociological theory to reformulate the object-oriented problematics of art and context or art and society as a process-oriented account of expressive-aesthetic action. I analyse artistic culture (iconographic codes and stylistic conventions) as a set of cultural patterns mediating expressive action in the context of cultural, social-structural, and psychological environments. This theoretical framework allows specification of the mechanisms by which expressive-aesthetic culture plays an active role in the articulation of social relationships, the mobilization of cultural ideologies and the material transformation of relationships of power and solidarity.
The theoretical basis of this approach lies in the pragmatism of Mead and Peirce and the action theory of Talcott Parsons. The primary difference of pragmatist semiotics, elaborated by Peirce and Mead, from the structuralist (and post-structuralist) semiotics now quite commonly deployed in classical studies is its conception of the sign not as a dyadic structure -signifier and signified -but as a triadic system -signifier, signified and interpretant.21 Per se the sensuous material of a sign means nothing until it evokes a certain response (the interpretant) in an individual correlating that significant material with meanings (signifieds) on the basis of a code in the context of some kind of the character of languages, calling forth in both gesturer and respondent corresponding interpretants -arises out of such processes of social interaction. Sustaining communicative interaction, whether such communication is an end in itself or a means to facilitating co-operative instrumental projects, involves mutual adjustment to each other on the part of the participants to such interaction, an adjustment accomplished through gestures. Ego gestures. Alter responds with a gesture. Ego responds with a different gesture taking into account the meaning of his/her first gesture to alter as indicated by alter's initial response, and so on, adjusting gestures and responses, building up a shared symbolic repertoire adjusted to the exigencies of the purposes for which they interact. Such a conception of meaning as process has a number of advantages over iconographic and structuralist accounts or decodings of meaning. Not least, it builds into its understanding of the dynamic nature of symbolic meaning the necessary theoretical resources for an account of the production, reproduction, and transformation of symbolic languages, in place of the gap between iconographic/ structuralist decodings of 'textual' objects and reductionist explanations of them in terms of context external to the textual objects (or the complete absence of explanation of change in some post-structuralist accounts of cultural or epistemic rupture). Whilst Mead's pragmatic semiotics provides a powerful framework for the analysis of processes of symbolic interaction, it has no very clear characterization of how systemically varying exigencies of sociocultural interaction might give rise to qualitatively different kinds of gestures, or, in their more elaborate forms, cultural systemsreligious, cognitive, expressive-aesthetic, and so on. This can be accomplished by embedding Mead's symbolic interactionism in Talcott Parsons' functional theory of action systems. Parsons interprets art as 'expressive symbolism', a specialized strand of the cultural tradition of an action system which serves to mediate the relationships which constitute social systems with the personalities of the agents who are members of those systems. This particular cultural tradition serves to give cultural shape and social organization to, and to elaborate or control, emotions generated during the course of social interaction.27 An expressive symbol is any act or object which stands for the feelings or attitude of an ego towards an alter and which thereby mediates the emotional component of interaction. The development of an expressive symbolic dimension whereby acts or objects stand for the attitude of an ego towards an alter is common to all social relationships of more than transitory duration. The emergence of the work of art as a particular kind of artifact and the function of the artist as a specialized role, concerned with the production of such artifacts and the elaboration of the cultural codes used to communicate expressive meanings, is a function of the level of differentiation which has taken place within an action system with respect to expressive symbolization. This concept of art as a particularly elaborate form of expressive symbolism is an analytic concept, in contrast to the substantivist concept of art as certain unspecified kinds of visual artifact tacitly assumed in most art history writing. Consequently, Parsons' theory of art as expressive symbolism allows us to ask much more precise ) . Rather, by virtue of their institutionalization as conventions of communication in the context of systems of social relations, they function as cultural operators to work on and transform certain dimensions of the relationships of which they are a part. They accomplish this not only directly, in processes of symbolic exchange, but mediately: first, through the structuring of the personalities of the parties to a relationship and their disposition to respond to each other; and second, through the elaboration of the core meanings symbolized by portraits in processes of reception and interaction extending beyond the relationships they directly symbolize. Conversely, the environments of processes of expressive action act as selective pressures on the cultural forms (iconography and style) chosen or created for use in these processes of symbolic interaction. These environments are constituted by: (i) the cultural (moral and religious) values which regulate the relationships which portraits are used to construct and transform; (2) the social and political interests which give rise to the construction of these relationships in the first place; (3) the psychological needs and capacities that condition the mutual affective investment of the parties to the relationship. The selective pressures of these environments are realized through processes of interaction. The parties to the relationships articulated in these interactions, drawing on already existent cultural repertoires and elaborating new forms as circumstances dictate or allow, adjust their gestures and responses to each other as they pursue their particular purposes in constructing and maintaining these relationships. Both Parsons' and Mead's accounts of symbolic action suggest an analysis that looks more closely at how symbols are used in contexts of interaction. In Sections III-v, I analyse two relational contexts in which portraits were used as expressive symbols: public honorific portraits of the Roman state (III), and portraits set up by clients of their patrons (iv-v). I sketch the sets of rules which regulated the use of portraits in these two contexts. These bear family resemblances to each other, but differ in terms of the moral and social presuppositions which inform the relationships, and which regulated both patterns of use of portraits and the selection of appropriate visual forms for them. These differences in their turn differentially shaped the solidarity of the social networks in which they functioned, and the power of those who could mobilize such networks. Public honorific portraits were designed to motivate loyalty on the part of individual members of the elite to the Senate and People as a whole, and form a continuous tradition stretching back into the middle Republic. The exchange of portraits in the context of patronal relationships was an innovation of the second century B.C., which took place as a result of Roman expansion into the Greek world. The social and cultural framework of patron-client interactions between members of the Roman elite and Greek client communities allows us to interpret the characteristic forms of Roman veristic portraits, including the nude sub-group within them, as a strategy for constructing and maintaining new relationships of power and solidarity between rulers and ruled. Whereas the State has been often well and prosperously administered by Marcus Lepidus, imperator and pontifex maximus, and the Roman People has understood that kingly power is especially repugnant to him; and whereas by his help, valour and prudence, and singular clemency and mildness, a most bitter civil war has been extinguished and Sextus Pompeius Magnus, the son of Cnaeus, has, obediently to the authority of this Order, laid down his arms and has been restored to his fellow citizens by Marcus Lepidus, general and pontifex maximus, with the utmost good-will of the Senate and the Roman People, be it decreed that, in regard of the eminent and most numerous services (pro maximis plurimisque) to the State on the part of Marcus Lepidus, the Senate and People repose in his valour, influence and good fortune a great hope of ease, peace, concord and liberty, and that of his services to the State (eiusque in rem publicam meritorum), the Senate and Roman People will be mindful, and that it is by its decree the pleasure of this order that a gilt equestrian statue to him should be erected on the rostra, or in any other place in the forum he may wish.
Cicero adds the comment:
This honour, Conscript Fathers, seems to be very great, first because just, for it is not only given for expectations for the future, but is given in return for the most ample services rendered (pro amplissimis meritis), and we cannot recall that this honour has been bestowed on anyone by the Senate with the Senate's free and unfettered judgement.29
Within this decree we find a number of assumptions about the use of portraits as public honours which are paralleled in more fragmentary contexts reaching back perhaps as early as the fourth century B.C. First, the awarding of public honorific statues to stand in civic space is at the disposition of the Senate and People, as is the particular location of the statue. Whilst subject to contestation and, paradoxically, probably never fully routinized until the imperial period, senatorial control over the giving of honorific portraits is widely evidenced,30 and was periodically symbolically asserted by the removal from their public setting of statues which infringed on this prerogative. In I 58 B.C., the censors removed from the forum -the primary setting for civic honorific portraits -all the statues of magistrates 'excepting those which had been set up by a resolution of the People or the Senate'. 31 The spatial setting of honorific portraits was also subject to the control of the Senate and People, because some (more prestigious) settings represented a greater honour than others, so the placing of a statue was one of the means of grading the level of honour.32 Pliny quotes from a senatorial decree in honour of one Octavius, killed on an embassy in i62 B.C., specifying that the statue honouring his memory be placed 'quam oculatissimo loco', namely the rostra or speaker's platform.33 Further, 'a decree was passed to erect a statue to a vestal virgin named Tarcia, "to be placed where she wished", an addition that is as great a compliment as the fact that a statue was decreed Third: there is an internal relationship between the form of the portrait, which is also controlled by the Senate and People, and the definition of the relationship between Senate, People and honorand constituted by setting up the portrait. The size and form of the statue served further to define the degree of honour in which the person portrayed was held, or the nature of his services already accomplished and of the expectations on the part of the Senate and People concerning his future services. Pliny, for example, tells us that third-century statues given as a posthumous honour to memorialize persons killed while on embassy were 'three feet high, showing that that was the scale of these marks of honour in those days'.38 When Caesar returned to Rome after the battle of Munda, the Senate and People set up a number of statues in his honour, all celebrating his services to the state and articulating the nature of his relationship with the Roman People. We are told that 'he was represented in different schemes, and in some cases crowned with oak as the saviour of his country, for this crown those whose lives had been saved used formerly to award those to whom they owed their safety'.39 In addition, there was decreed in Caesar's honour a statue of him shaking hands with Clementia. 'Thus', Appian comments, 'whilst they feared his power, they sought his clemency'.40
The selection of such appropriate forms was not a mechanical process, but a social one, in which instrumental as well as expressive purposes and social as well as cultural factors shaped the final image which was selected. When it was decided that someone should receive an honorific portrait, much of the debate seems to have concerned the type of portrait the honorand should receive. Whoever proposed, in a meeting of the Senate or before a popular assembly, the erection of a portrait, in addition to enrolling support for the erection of a portrait per se, had to invoke typological precedents and cultural ideals about the valuation of service to the state, and perhaps also to compromise with colleagues pursuing other political interests or with other interpretations of core political values, in order to reach some sort of agreement about what type of statue would appropriately symbolize the relationship between honourers and honorand. In Philippic 9, for example, Cicero advocates that Servius Sulpicius Rufus, having died whilst on an embassy to Mark Antony on behalf of the Senate, should be honoured with a bronze pedestrian statue. Cicero enlists support for his proposal by citing precedents of similar honours for men who had died on embassies, a sense of gratitude and obligation on the part of the Senate to one who had died in its service, and more instrumental-expressive purposes such as a desire to memorialize the wickedness of the 35 The language of gift-exchange and reciprocity is built into the decrees and discussion of them -'non solum enim datur propter spem temporum reliquorum, sed pro amplissimis meritis redditur' (Phil.
5.41).
The concept of gratia also presupposes reciprocity. Thus far I have presented a rather synchronic, overschematized picture of public honorific portraiture in the late Republic. The Senate and People awarded public honorific portrait statues. They controlled the placement of such statues and the form of portraits. The location and visual form of a statue served to define the level of honour and the nature of the relationship between the state and the individual honoured. This institutional pattern was morally underwritten by a shared set of norms articulated in terms of gift-exchange. This simplified picture requires some complication to give a sense of how this pattern of exchange developed over time in response to the changing balance of power between the Roman state, the collectivities which undertook to represent the state -primarily the Senate and the People in assembly -and the families and individuals who composed the elite, particularly in the light of recent arguments that the whole idea of honorific portraiture is a late invention.
I have strongly stressed the normative dimension in the giving of honorific statues. Moral norms were not the sole element structuring the exchange of portraits, but they constitute an irreducible one. Unless their role is given proper attention it is possible neither to understand the institution of portrait-exchange nor to draw the links between this social level of the patterning of the use of portraits and the cultural levels of iconographic and stylistic patterning with which art historians have traditionally been primarily concerned. First, as I have shown, it is precisely within the context of this normative framework that the selection of particular visual forms for portraits was made. Second, outside some kind of normative framework the very idea of honorific portraits as a sign of prestige becomes quite literally meaningless, since portraits routinely extracted by coercion or the threat of force can hardly function to signify and sustain solidarity.44 That is not to say that we should think of norms as rules which are unthinkingly acted out by the parties to these relationships, or ignore the possibility that the balance between normative and coercive control may sometimes shift quite markedly towards the latter. Norms require interpretation, and are thereby opened up to strategic manipulation, within limits.
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Particularly in the later Republic, with the emergence of powerful dynasts backed by armies which they were prepared to use against the state, statues might be given out of a fear of force, but precisely in order to create moral obligations on the part of those honoured as in the case of the portrait of Caesar with Clementia.45 The scale of honours offered, requested, and accepted was considerably expanded in such circumstances, particularly, once again, after Caesar's defeat of Pompey -but always within a sense of normative limits. Politicians who wished to push at the boundaries needed to maintain a keen sense of the limits of honours they might accept without overstepping bounds, or being presented by their opponents as overstepping bounds, thereby subverting the prestige and influence which such portraits might otherwise afford. In 46 B.C., as Dio tells the story, whilst Caesar accepted 'a bronze statue, mounted upon a representation of the inhabited world with an inscription to the effect that he was a demigod', he refused other, presumably more elevated, honours.46 In the following year, the level of prestige marked by the honours Caesar was offered (presumably through the initiative of his supporters) and accepted raised Caesar to the level of the gods, through the material used for portraits ( portraits looked like is the Conservatori Brutus (P1. V).58 Without a radical shift in terms of the function of portraits and the normative frame which regulated their use and their form, it is hard to place the emergence of verism in this particular institutional context. There is simply neither the social nor the cultural pressure which could explain such a fundamental reorganization of artistic form. On the contrary, in the light of the fact that portrait-giving was in this case designed to bind the individual more closely into the collective social order, through obligations of gratia to the Senate and People, it seems likely that there were strong pressures towards respect for traditional stylistic, as well as iconographic, norms, laying relatively little stress on the individuality of the person portrayed. Whilst verism could conceivably have been adopted from some other context where it was originated into the context of public honorific portraiture, it seems unlikely to have originated here -especially if the development of verism should be seen as part of the same process as the assumption of ideal-nude bodies in portraits of Romans, as the evidence of the Pseudo-Athlete and, perhaps, C. Ofellius Ferus would seem to suggest. Nudity was not part of the Roman image.59
IV. PORTRAITS AND PATRONAGE IN THE LATE ROMAN REPUBLIC
The second institutional context in which we find Romans engaged in the exchange of portraits is that of portraits given by subject communities, or groups living in them, to members of the Roman elite, particularly those serving as governors or other officials, primarily in the provinces of the eastern Mediterranean. By no means all of these statues were exchanged in the context of explicitly patronal relationships, but over time the patronal character of these relationships became increasingly explicit, in so far as the idea and institution of patronage leant itself to the extension of these new imperial relationships of power.60 In this section, I shall construct a series of interrelated arguments. First (i), I shall show that whilst the rules regulating the exchange of portraits in client-patron relationships bear a family resemblance to those of public honorific portraiture of the Roman state, they differ in virtue of the rather different values, norms, and power differentials that inform the relationship of client and patron, or subject and member of the ruling Roman elite, from those that inform relationships between the Roman state and individual members of its elite. I shall suggest that there is an affinity between these norms and values peculiar to the patron-client relationship and the sculptural style we call verism, and that this style played a functional role in the construction, definition, and emotional sustenance of such relationships. Second (ii), I shall open up the primarily text-based account of these rules through an exploration of epigraphic evidence, which, whilst lacking the high resolution of literary texts in their account of the normative underpinnings of such exchanges, gives a much fuller sense of the range of the social networks which gave rise to the participation by members of the Roman elite in the exchange of portraits with subjects and subject communities in the expanding Roman Empire. This facilitates the reconstruction of both the chronological 58 The giving of portraits, both on the occasion of and subsequent to entry into a relationship of clientela, was at the disposition of the client, normally in these circumstances a group or community, making the gift. To count as an honour the portrait must be freely given as a reward for services, not extracted through coercion.65 The arrangements for making and setting up the statue were normally to be made by the individual or collectivity giving the statue, in part to avoid the embezzlement by Roman officials of money subscribed for a statue in their honour,66 in part presumably so that the type, materials, and form of the statue could be selected by the community giving the portrait to fit the particular attitude they felt towards their patron and the kind and degree of esteem in which they held him (as with state honorific statues where we can see the process more closely through the surviving speeches of Cicero).67 Similarly the setting up of the portrait and its location should be at the disposition of the community giving the portrait, since the precise location of the statue inflected the level of honour.68 Such portraits might be erected either in the public space (fora, sanctuaries) of the community or group honouring the person portrayed, or in the homeplace of the person honoured, often Rome.69
Our knowledge of the normative status of the rules and assumptions which informed these exchanges is largely a function of Cicero's attacks on Verres for having broken them during his governorship in Sicily (73-7I B.C.). Verres, Cicero alleges, extracted decrees of portraits and money for them from unwilling donors by force or the threat of force.70 He had portraits decreed to him by cities' magistrates, the censors, rather than the proper representative communal groups or bodies which had the authority to decree such honours.71 Verres' case highlights the great difference in terms of the power ratio between givers and receivers of honorific portraits in the case of patronal relationships as opposed to state honorific portraits at Rome itself. In a limiting case, prestige symbolism in the form of portraits could be extracted under duress. In practice, however, such an order based on force alone was unstable. This particular pattern of inequality in relationships informing the award of portraits to patrons and Roman governors was rooted not only in the material realities of an imperialist administrative system, but also in the set of moral values which informed the normative structure and legitimated the pattern of patron-client relationships. Clientela relationships were relationships between unequals, involving a mutual exchange of services over an extended period of time.77 A patron from an elite family would provide physical and legal protection for his clients in return for political support and the performance of acts expressive of respect which enhanced the prestige of the patron within the community of Rome as a whole.78 Such acts might include attending the patron at his domus in the morning or as he went about his daily business in the city. These relationships were an established means by which men of lower status were integrated into the political order at Rome, dominated as it was by a restricted body of aristocratic families. The moral ideology which informed such relationships was explicitly patriarchal, modelled on a father's authority over his children and the reciprocal duties which characterized familial solidarity.79 The ideal patron was characterized by a cluster of moral and personal qualities encapsulated in the concepts of fides, gravitas, and severitas, all of which expressed the hierarchical relationship of the patronus to his clientes.Y0 The core concept was the fides of the patronus, his trustworthiness and reliability in the fulfilment of his obligations as patronus.8' The patronus in whom one could have such confidence was characterized by gravitas, a weightiness which was once exterior and physical as well as intellectual and moral, manifested in reduced emotional expression and constancy (constantia) in all circumstances in one's dealings with clients, gravity in style of speaking (graviter dicere, sententia gravis), and a certain moral rigour or severitas, both in one's personal conduct and in one's dealing with clients.82 These qualities were a prerogative of age. Severity of visage combined with weightiness of stature and a certain stateliness of movement represented the physical expression of the moral qualities of the ideal patron.83 The ideal client responded to such a patron with the pious respect a son might be expected to show his father, manifested in particular dutifulness in supporting his patron in times of need 74 Cic.,
Verr. 2.2.67-8/I62-4;
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and Badian, FC, 282-4 for the complicated political and patronal context of Verres' prosecution. 75 The Sicilians, for example, petitioned the Roman Senate to pass a law whereby it should become illegal for any community to be allowed to decree portraits in honour of a governor until he had left the province -Cic., Verr. 2.2.59-60/I46-8.
The temptation to use subscriptions for honorific statues as an instrument of extortion was to some degree alleviated by a rule that the governor had to be able to show that the money in question had been spent on the erection of portraits within five years or be liable to face a charge of extortion -Cic., Verr. and manifesting gratitude for beneficia rendered by the officia of attendance upon his patron in his house and in the forum.
In the case of the honorific portrait awarded by the Roman state, the recipient of the portrait was the junior partner in the relationship, receiving the honour of the portrait as a beneficium from the greater party, the Senate and People of Rome of which the recipient was a single component, and to whom he owed a debt of gratia in return for the beneficium. Clients by contrast, as lesser partners in their relationship, gave portraits out of gratia in return for beneficia they had received from their patronus. This expression of gratitude involved a marked self-subordination, and the whole exchange was characterized by a strongly hierarchical character and patriarchal tone, as manifested in Cicero's account of the Capuans' entering into his clientela: The portrait functions as a sign, standing for the relationship between the giver of the portrait and the portrayed, which the viewer infers from seeing the portrait in a particular context. When Cicero is asked to attend a meeting at the senate of Syracuse, and is asked why he had not asked the people of Syracuse for evidence against Verres, he replies that, in addition to the fact that the Syracusans had not been amongst those Sicilians who sought him out at Rome, The statue then signifies not just the existence of the relationship, and the moral values which legitimate it, but also the attitudes or feelings of the two parties to the relationship towards each other. This last, more particularistic, level of meaning evokes a different response for the person who is party to the relationship than for the outside observer, like Cicero. Cicero's affectively neutral observation of Verres' portrait in the senate-house at Syracuse is in marked contrast to the response of the Syracusan senators, the clients of Verres only under duress, which immediately follows the passage quoted above:
I could not expect any resolution against Gaius Verres to be passed in a senate
These words of mine were followed by such a groan, as those present looked at the statue and took in my reference to it, that one might have supposed it set up in the senate house to commemorate the man's crimes and not his services (beneficia).88
Anger and hostility, corresponding to the abusive nature of both the relationship of clientela and its expression through portraiture, replace the benevolent respect and submissive dependence that should more normally characterize both the feelings of client for patron and the response evoked in clients by their patron's portrait.
Verism invokes and elaborates each of these levels of meaning. On a cultural level, the new style does not reflect Roman values in general, but inscribes in portraits the moral values relevant to the relationship of patronage which the portrait is used to construct, objectify, and thereby sustain. On a social level, verism, stressing the age, gravity, and severity of the sitter, functions as a visual metaphor which invokes the moral contract, fides, the shared normative culture, between the two parties to the relationship. On a social-psychological level, verism is the sensuous, material basis which makes possible the generalization of meanings and sentiments proper to the relationship of clientela from the relationship and its parties to the portrait as a sign that stands for the relationship. An image dedicated at Rome by a client community of their patron calls out in the patron a pleasurable feeling of authoritarian benevolence for them as clients which is his response to their self-subjection manifested in the gift of the portrait. For the clients, gazing on a portrait of their patron in the forum or senatehouse of their home community, the veristic style of the portrait allows them, as they gaze upon it, to project and elaborate affect-laden fantasies of their patron as ideal patron, fantasies of his constantia and fides, fantasies which generate a pleasurable sense of personal security rooted in personal subjection to the masterly patron. Both in the exchange of portraits and in the repeated viewing of them, patron and client are socialized into a language of emotional communication, which shapes the feelings of the two parties to that communication in terms of the moral culture which underpins the institution of patronage. They become sensitized to, and increasingly affectively invested in, their relationship to each other, the reciprocal attitudes and expectations which constitute that relationship and the moral values which legitimate those attitudes and expectations.89 The form of the portrait, we may conclude, is a condition of the 87 cf. Cic., Verr. 2.2.I5I.
Anticipating Verres' defence against the testimony of the Sicilian farmers -namely that they are not to be trusted, It has recently been suggested that the term patron is used in these honorific contexts as a simple synonym of the long conventional proxenos.111 If true, this would seriously undermine my argument, in so far as it would be impossible to demonstrate that there was any new social or cultural pressure arising out of this particular context to generate the new artistic forms (verism) appropriate to the moral and affective culture of patronage. However, both the pattern of social relationships which lies behind these honours, where we can glimpse it, and the way the title itself is used, show that the Greeks recognized the specificity of the idea and the institution of patronage, and that in using the term they sought to construct specifically patronal relationships and call forth the corresponding attitudes and services on the part of their patron. The title of patron is not one that can be relatively freely bestowed, like proxenos or euergetes, but depends on the consent of the patron-to-be, arises out of a process of interaction, and implies The material attributes of the statues with which we are concerned fit neatly into this pattern of social relations, as well as the cultural assumptions and psychological attitudes which animate it.128 Whilst most public honorific statues were of bronze, marble was the more normal material for agalmata, cult-statues, of both gods and Hellenistic kings.129 In one case, the statue awarded to a patron is explicitly designated an agalma marmarinon. 130 The statue of C. Ofellius Ferus was made by Dionysios and Timarchides, sculptors better known for the cult-statues they executed in Greece and Rome. Moreover it was installed in the portico of the Agora of the Italians (Fig. i) , set back in a niche, placed high on a base, and set apart by shutters -all features which recall the framing of cult statues, even if, in the absence of an altar, it is unlikely that the statue was offered cult (P1. III.2).131
The colossal format of all our statues also set them apart from standard honorific statues;132 so also did their nudity. But such nudity was characteristic of statues of the Hellenistic kings. 'Superiority in appearance ... as well as in the actions, movements, and attitudes of the body' were the visual counterpart of the Hellenistic king's superiority of the soul, and as such were supposed to 'put in order those who looked upon him, amazed at his majesty', which was in turn held to be 'a godlike thing (theomimon pragma), [which] can make him admired and honoured by the multitiude'.13 The only surviving full-scale statue of a Hellenistic king, the Terme ruler, is more than life-size, and, like other representations of rulers preserved in statuettes, projects the ruler's 'god-imitating majesty' through a powerfully muscled nude body, based on a divine-heroic prototype, in this particular case probably one of the Dioscuri. One should not perhaps place very much reliance on a single example. But the interpretative and explanatory possibilities in looking at the Balbus portraits are somewhat opened up when placed in the light of the arguments I have been developing. Whilst lacking the precision which a much larger series of such portraits with good archaeological contexts might allow, my argument rests on a fairly secure basis in so far as it is more fully consistent than competing arguments with three quite different sources of relevant evidence -literary texts, the epigraphy of the statue-bases, and the forms of the statues themselves -quite apart from considerations of theoretical power and coherence. The development of both verism, and more particularly, of portrait statues combining verism and heroic nudity, may be explained as the product of a process of symbolic interaction between the Roman elite and their Greek subjects, of which the Balbus portrait is just one material trace. Each sought to construct relationships based on the dominant models of authority within their own cultures, the patron and the royal benefactor. Over time, each adjusted their own cultural models in response to the other, and ultimately created a novel synthesis represented in the notion of the saviour-patron. The moral culture which informed such relationships and the psychological dispositions on which the relationships rested (particular patterns of selfsubjection on the part of the Greek communities, a predisposition to patriarchal forms of authoritarian domination on the part of members of the Roman elite) acted as selective pressures in shaping the cultural patterning of the portraits which formed such a central component in the symbolic mediation of such interactions. Body imagery (nudity, iconographic types, size, materials) was selected from a repertoire already established within the codes of Greek iconography. In addition, a new style, verism, was elaborated on the basis of Greek sculptural technology and the moral culture of Roman patronage. These were combined in an expressive culture which sought to bring out (both aesthetically and psychologically) the patriarchal protectiveness and salvific potency of the patron-soter, whilst evoking corresponding feelings of security in grateful subjection on the part of the Greek clients. At all events, out of all the Iberians and Ligurians and Macedonians who chanced to be present those that were young and strong of body assisted by turns in carrying the bier, while the more elderly followed with the procession calling upon Aemilius as the euergetes and soter of their countries. For not only at the times of his conquests had he treated them with mildness and humanity, but also during the rest of his life he was ever doing them some good and caring for them as though they had been kindred and relations.152
But there is much more to the development of a similar fusion of the expressive culture of Roman patronage and Hellenistic royal euergetism in portraiture than the semantic homology or pattern consistency between the portraits and the behaviour of clients at Aemilius Paullus' funeral, that is all that iconographic analysis on its own can reveal. The functional -cultural, social, and psychological -environments which I have invoked to interpret portraits and causally explain their developmental trajectory can in turn become the object of analytic attention. How did the insertion of this expressive cultureboth the practice of portrait giving and the particular stylistic and iconographic forms that portraits took -in the context of clientela relationships and Rome's relationships with subject communities affect the way those relationships functioned? The materialization of this expressive culture in statuary extended the availability of the expressive meanings -the attitudes that each party holds to the other -associated with these relationships in time and space. This has both direct and indirect pragmatic expressive consequences which were part of the point of participating in this portrait-exchange for both clients and patrons. It made possible new relations of power and solidarity for both parties, enhancing levels of power and the reach of old relationships of power, but also making such relationships vulnerable to contestation in new ways.
Whilst the extension of clientela relationships to communities beyond the immediate environs of Rome, particularly in provinces such as Sicily, Greece, and Asia Minor, provided a much less radical solution than the extension of jealously guarded citizenship to the problem of including the conquered within Roman patterns of social and political organization, the increased spatial distancing of such relationships cannot have been unproblematic.153 One difficulty lay in the fact that the traditional expressive acts performed by the client for the patron -for example the attendance of the client at his patron's morning rising and during his daily business -presupposed the presence of both client and patron in the same locale, and consequently that the client should live relatively nearby the patron.154 How otherwise could the mutual affective investment which underlay the solidarity of the clientela relationship, or the prestige afforded by the possession of a large clientela, be generated and sustained? The practice of portraitexchange, the setting up and viewing of portraits by patrons and clients alike in the public spaces of the client community and in appropriate areas in the hometown of the patron, together with the development of an appropriate stylistic language and iconography for these portraits, served to sustain mutual affective investment of patron and client even in each other's absence. Affective ties which might have become attenuated through geographic distance or dimmed through time, could be kept alive, reawakened everyday through encounters with portraits which evoked confidence in and respect for one's patron on the part of clients, a sense of authoritarian benevolence towards his clients on the part of a patron.
Such affective orientations internalized in personalities were thereby kept alive over much greater extents of time and space than was characteristic of traditional relationships of clientela. This enhanced, first, the power of both parties to the relationship to mobilize the other on their behalf when, from time to time, it might prove necessary, and, second, the spatial reach of clientela as a system of social control. Even after a person's death, their image might be a powerful means of mobilizing an inherited clientela. Plutarch tells the story of how Caesar, the nephew of the deceased Marius' wife Julia, sought to 'revive and attach to himself' the following of Marius, when, during his aedileship in 66 B.C., he had erected on the Capitol portraits of Marius along with trophies celebrating Marius' military triumphs.155 The response was mixed, but interestingly (especially since the portrait is technically as such neither a public honorific portrait nor set up by clients for their patron) followed two directions, related to the two institutional contexts of portrait exchange that I have analysed. On one side: Some cried out that Caesar was scheming to usurp sole power in the state when he thus revived honours which had been buried by laws and decrees ... For who would annoy you, or dare to call you to account when he saw those statues, erected by the merchants, the farmers, by Sicily as a whole. What other class of persons is there in the province? Why none. Very well, here is the province as a whole, and here are the several classes that compose it not merely liking the man but doing him honour. Now who will dare to touch him?162
It is the real substance of these inferred meanings, patterns of assumption and orientation towards Verres taken on by people at Rome -especially Verres' supporters in the court and the jurors -on the basis of viewing these portraits that Cicero has to seek to unravel in his prosecution of Verres. Large chunks of the speech are consequently given over to suggesting and mobilizing testimony to the effect that the portraits have been forcibly extracted from unwilling donors, and consequently that they should not be taken at face value: on the contrary their apparent meaning should be inverted as further evidence of the extent of Verres' gubernatorial corruption.163 Significantly, this deconstructive reading -seeking to undo or destabilise materially established meanings -presupposes not only somewhat unusual motivations on the part of the viewerinterpreter, but also an institutional position -as prosecutor and legal patron -from which to bring it off with any real effect. In deconstructing the social meanings of Verres' portraits, Cicero was doubtless playing upon the sectional divisions within the communities which had originally set them up. The purposeful, interested enlistment and displacement of the core meanings of a patronal portrait was, of course, also carried out by clients, alongside primary affective responses to the image. Some portraits of patrons were set up in response to a particular benefaction that was inscribed on the base of the portrait. This could serve not only to memorialize the benefaction but to enlist Roman power behind a particular dispute settlement, and thereby to stabilize the pattern of relations recognized by that settlement. When Samos secured control of the sanctuary of Artemis Tauropolos, disputed with the community of Oinoe, through the good offices of their patron Gnaeus Domitius Ahenobarbus, they permanently tied this dispensation to their Roman difficult the effects are to measure, the real intersections between portraits and power should now be apparent. A reconstruction of such intersections requires a much sharper analytic focus than the addition of vague conceptions of 'context' to an art history which otherwise continues business as usual with an almost exclusive concentration on style and iconography. It presupposes an approach to art that allows the integration of traditional cultural analysis of the art object (stylistic and iconographical analysis), with a general sociological theory of art that is sensitive both to patterns of social interaction and to the ways in which such patterns structure the personalities and dispositions of the viewers who respond to works of art and mobilize their implicit meanings in the course of everyday life. In the case of Roman Republican portraiture, such an analysis not only facilitates a more powerful interpretation and explanation of the questions art historians have traditionally been interested in -form and style. It also makes it possible to show how changes in the forms and uses of a particular genre may have contributed to the shape of much broader historical processes. Without the innovations in the uses and forms of Roman portraiture that I have described, the ties of solidarity between patrons and their distant Italian and provincial clients would have been weaker, and the relative weakness of such ties could not but have had implications for the fissive role played by Republican dynasts' vast networks of clients in the Roman revolution.
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